&

FHWASK C

K-Sender: 50151 @mail, Em“

Drevie: Fri, 13 Fab 2009 173057 40100

To: Lod@v ico Steld] <stel dﬂ@sﬁ‘mmm%eﬂﬁmum i

From: Fronco Montanart <france.mortonarii@unige.di>

Subject: Fwd: BMOR 2009.62.17, Wiigi Ferreri, La questione omearico
Ce: Valentina Saraceni <ediforic @@siormeﬁeﬁ“@mmm it

Envelops +1

A-Sleve: CMU Sieve 2.2

K-Virys-Sconned: amavisd-new ot garudabrynmawr.edy

From: Bryn Mawr Reviews <bmr@ccatsasupenn.edu™>

To: bmer-I@brynmawr.edu (Bryn Mawr Classical Review)

Date: Thy, 12 Feb 2009 18:17:37 -0500 (EST)

X-psin-neptuna: 0/0/0.00/0

X-psin-levels: {5:25.03589/99.00000 CV:99.9000 FC:95.5390 LC:95.5390 R:95.9108
P95.9108 M:97.0282 98,6951 )

X-pstn-settings: 5 (2.0000:2.0000) sevfele g3 gi2 gt rpmc

X-pshn-addresses: from <bmr@cm’r sas.upennedu> forward {user good) [400/19]

Subject: BMCR 2009.02.17, Luigi Ferreri, La questione omerica

X-BeenThere: bmor- !@brynmuwr edy

F-tailmon-Yersiom 2.1.5

List-Ic: bmer-Lbrynmawr.edu

List-Unsubscribe: <hitp://newmalimanbrynmewr.edu/mailman/listinfo /hmer-i>,
<mailto:bmer-l-request@brynmawr.edu?subjeci=unsubscriha>

List-Archive: <http://newmailman.bryimawr.edu/meilman/privets /bmer-1>

List-Post: <muailto:bmer-I@brynmawr.edu>

List-Help: <mailto:hmer-i-request@brynmawr.edu?subjeci=help>

List-Subscribe: <btip://newmaitman.brynmawr.edu/mailmean/listinfoe /brmer-1>,
<mailto:bmer-1- reques‘r@_mmawr eduZsubject=subscribe>

Sender: bmer-I-bounces@brynmawr.edu

X-PMX-Version: 5.5.2.363555, Antispam-Engine: 2.6.1.350677, Antispom-Data: 2009.2.13.33724

X-Virys-Sconned: by amavisd-new at studenti.unige.it

X-Virus-Scanned: by amavisd-new at unige.it {(mbox2)

Luigi Ferreri, La questione omerica dal cinquecento al seitecento.
Pleiadi 10. Roma: Edizioni di storia e letteratura, 2007. Pp. xii,
372. ISBN 9788884984609. EUR 48.00 (ph).

Reviewed by Bryuce Heiden, The Ohio State University (heiden.] @osu.edu)
Word count: 2031 words

To read o prini-formatted version of this review, see

http:/ /ccat.sas.upenn.edu/bmer /2009 /2009-02-17 himl

To comment on this revsew see

hitp: / /www. bmchQrgMLQQO9MLhiml

Table of Contents

{hitp: //www.loc.gov /catdir /toc/casalini07 /08622447 .pdf)

Homerists and others interested in the history of classical scholarship
know the story of "The Homeric Question" --a rhetorical question
asserting that the lliad and Odyssey had no author--in two closely
refated versions that both ascribe the Question's genesis primarily to
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Miiade {written and privately circulated 16460s, published

posthumously 17151, The older version, which ariginated with Wolf
himself, has never ignored d'Aubignoc or denied that he and some others
nad doubted the existence of Homer before Wolf did, but it incorporates
Wolf's apparent predecessors as forarunners whose partial glimpses of
truth were completely superseded by Wolf's uncompromising research and
its discoverias, Grafron and others have modified these narratives by
broadening their historical context, but the fixaton upon the figures

of Wolf and d'Aubignac has not yet been cvercome.

In the book here under review Luigl Ferreri has taken The Homeric
Gluestion back 1o the drowing boord ond subjected its history to a
ihorough reconceptualization, reinvestigation, and rewriting. In
Ferreri's telling the Homeric Question had no father af all, for it
sprouted (os it were) from seeds corried westward with the Byzantine
scholarly tradition, and by the mid-1éih century it was flourishing
visibly in many works of scholarship and commentory. The scholars who
nurtured its growth were no small band of heroes, but numerous and
often undistinguished. When d'Aubignac and Wolf do finally enter
Ferreri's story they do not transform it especially more than many

other contributors, while in contrast some figures previously

considered less important {or hardly known at all) receive merited
attention. One might almost say that in Ferreri's study the question

of authorship rebounds upon The Homeric Question itself. But no
cleverness is needed to praise Ferreri's book. It is an impressive
display of learning that exposes forgotten pathways on the journey that
Homeric scholarship still travels.

Ferreri's fresh approach to the Homeric Question's development is
enabled by his insight that the Quesiion was never actually one
question about the existence of an author, but several different
historiographical topics that scholars connected gradually. Ferreri
therefore organizes his investigation by teasing apart some of the
classical Question's constituent strands and tracing their courses
separately. His most novel finding is that by the mid-16th century the
idea that Homer's epics were compiled from once-dispersed poems was
already widely known to scholars and accepted as historical fact
without much controversy. The claim that Homer composed orally,
originally suggested by one now-fumous passage in Josephus, entered
modern discussion as early as the 1580s, Ferreri relates its ascending
importance to exira-philological factors such as contemporary
ethnographic reporis of indigenous peoples in the New World and
philosophical speculation about the origins of human institutions. The
Homeric Question, which'in the 19th century context is sometimes
portrayed as a fundamentally philological issue whose far-reaching
implications affected other fields, here appears rother more as a
symptom of issues that impinged upon philology from outside.

The basis of Ferreri's exposition is an extremely meticulous inventory

of primary scurces; his bibliography cmd notes are astonishingly
thorough, unearthing positions pertinent to the Homeric Question in

works not especially devoied to Homer and in some now apparenily lost,

file://C:ADOCUME-~1\uset IMPOST~1\Templeud3C.htm | 16/02/2009




relavant 10 o Cluastion

PSUIMI QT Ees Boch sours

development. , _
its use of testimonia, logical inferences, and relationship to other

sources. He avoids subordinating individua! sources to narrative
trojeciories or quontitctively defined irends, and anaiyzes
unrepresentative positions without making them seem either secondary or
uniquely inspired. The following ouiline is o selective digest of
highlights.

Ferreri's Chapter One examines the mony 16th-171h century discussions
of the rhapsodes, the Homeridoe, and the Homerlsiae. These discussions
fundomentally aimed ot defining what those three Greek words meant;
they were prompted by eniries in Byzantine lexica and sought
clarification from other testimenia such as Eustathivs and the scholium
on Pi. M. 2.1, Ferreri siresses how heavily Rencissance scholars relied
upon etymolegy in reaching the conclusion that rhapsodes were much
like performers of centos. By 14698 standard reference works reflected
the communis opinio that the transmission of Homer's epics had been
seriously compromised by the modifications of rhapsodas during
performances.

Chapter Twe fraces the ﬂi@mpagaﬂon of the "Pisistratean Compilation”
stories during the 16th and 17th ceniuries, as they were taken from the
Vitae Homerl and repeated, usually quite uncritically. Versions of the
compilation story routinely appeared in the prolegomena of early
printed editions of Homer, where readers expected find explanation of
the text's avthority; scholars told them why the original sources of
these poems were in doubt. The formation of Homer's epics through
compilation was such o commonplace it supplied o topic for exercise
questions in an early 17th-century texibook. Ferreri identifies
Camerarius (1538) as the first scholar fo suggest that the unusual
transmission of the lliad and Odyssey pesed @ serious obstacle 1o their
restoration; less than a century later Heinsius concluded that the

epics had been so corrupted, both by the compilation and after it, that
the original texts could never be recovered. Here Ferreri sees the
emergence of the "ecdotic perspective” in which the philslogical goal
of fidelity 1o the author gives way to reconstruction of o text's
diachronic transformation. Ferreri suggests that Heinsius was affected
by parallel developments in textuai crificism of the Bible.

Chapter Three ohserves how 17th century French "antthomerists” put the
philelogical commonplaces about the epics’ genesis and performance to
use in polemics against Homer's reputation. The controversy was fed by
extra-philologica! factors that included yalorization of Aristotelian

ideas of formal unity, Calvinist rejection of ali authority except holy
scripture, and the rationalist law of universal progress that required

an early poet like Homer to be backward. it is in this. period that

Homer is first likenad to local folk-balladeers. Ferreri argues that
d'Aubignac probably drew many of his positions from predecessors now
only indirectly traceable; investigating the 18th century printings

and notices of d'Aubignac's essay, he concludes that its circulation

and influence have been exaggerated. Antihomerism provoked a reaction
from writers such as Boileau and Anne Dacier, who not only defended the
transmitted epics' artistic integrity but discerningly criticized

scholars' use of the ancient testimonia about the compilation.
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between 1590 and 1685 ot least four writers drew upon Josephus’
authority 1o declore that Homer composed arally. Ferrerl stressaes thoi
the growing conviction that Homer composed orally symplomatized
comtemporary philosophical presccopations with the progress of

civilized institutions from primitive origins. He also notes how 17th

century discussions of Homeric orality drew upon comparaiive
ethnography, including reports of oral coliural memory among indigenous
peoples of the Americas. Ferreri's discussion of Vico includes an
infaresting digest of 20th century positions on the question of whather
Vico's Homeric speculations were ceniral or marginal to his

philosophical project. In his section on MacPherson's forged

compiiation of the heroic poems of "Cssian,” which had suppoesedly been
preserved as an oral fradition among Scotiish countryfolk, Ferreri

notes how Macpherson's admirers likenad his work fo the compilation of
the Homeric poams by Lycurgus omd/o;f;Pisis'ﬁm’i’mw

In his fifth chapter Ferreri shows how during the second half of the

1 8th century the conviction that Homer could not have wrilten was fad

by the speculations of Condiflac and Warkurion about the slow evelution
of alphabetic writing from hieroglyphic inscription. Ferreri accords

much atiention to Rousseau, who like Vico concepiualized the orality of
Homeric poetry as proximity to nafural passion. Heyne emerges from his
rival Wolf's shadow as a pioneer of comparative ethnography in Homeric
studies. Baiamenii, a follower of Vico whe claimed that a poetic art

like Homer's survived in rurol Dalmatia, seems to have been the first

to regard Homeric repetitions as formulas {1797). Ferreri also

ohserves developments that did not focus upon orality. Readers may
recognize (though Ferreri does not) perhaps the earliest appearance of
Homeric Analysis in Ferreri's summary of a 1785 essay by the
nec-d'Aubignachion Mercier, who claimed not only that the Hliad wos an
inept compilation, but that it developed over centuries, and that its
constituent poems revealed fraces of ’rheir different periods of
compaosition. In 1787 Cesarotii responded to the provocation with o
systematic critique of d'Aubignac, Vico, and Mercier; this essay, o
preface to Cesarotti's ftalian translation of the lliad, identified and
publicized the already longstanding academic argument against Homer's
authorship. Here the Analyst-Unitarian controversy is visible, ouiside

the time, region and institutional sefhng th which it is usually

associated.

The sixth and final chapter centers updn"Wol‘F's Prolegomena of 1793,
which Ferreri approaches through the i“m"medimely preparatory eveni of
Vilioison's publication of the Codex Venetus A of the lliad with its
abundani scholia (1788). Ferreri reminds readers that Villeison did not
"discover” the Venetian Codex, whose ekis’rence was known since the 15th
century and whose scholia had occasionally been consulted and cited by
scholars with access to the manuscript. Villoison hoped that

information about Aristarchus’ criticism would facilitate restoration

of the Hliad to its original form; but Wolf drew the opposits

conclusion, that the work of the Alexandrian critics made restoration
impossible. Ferreri analyzes Wolf's positions at length; among the
features he emphasizes is Wolf's revisionist view of early rhapsodes,
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Cesarolti's response to Wolf's Prolegomena.

Thare should be no doubt that in my view Lo quesiicne omerico
succasstully improves upon the received narratives of the Homerle
Gluestion by extending their temporal spoan and distributing otfention
among many more coniributors and faciors. Ferreri's book is immensely
learned and intelligent, and 1 reod it with pleasure. | look forward o
the further research into Homerle scholérship i hos made possible,

Ferreri's succasses do olso reveal some &f the difficuities inherent in

his project. Lo questione omerica displays a certain fension between

the monographic format of a speciolized historical study and the broad
culivral developments whose relevance Ferreri incorporaies in lengihy
digressions. A render's perspeciive, and perhaps even Ferreri's, might
have benefited from an introduciory chapter thot briefly surveyed the
major ecclesiastical, political and scieniific controvarsies that

animated Europe during the period of Ferreri's study, and sitvated the
Homeric Question omong them. Such o survey might have brought into
better focus a feature of the Homeric Question that in Ferreri's
presentation emerges piecemeal and incompletely, namely how the
significance and dynamism of the Question were affecied by early modern
science's integral negative pole, the "superstition” it was determined

fo banish. It might be said that historical claims about Homer's epics
contended less against one another than against an image of Homer whose
character and ideological aoffiliations aligned it with the authority of

the sacred. This negative factor never fully surfaces in Lo questione
omerica, where the indirect linkage between Homer and the Bible seems
to press against Ferreri's narrative like a strong wind behind a wall;

for example, Ferreri astutely suggests that textual criticism of the

Bible influenced Heinsius' textual criticism of Homer, but his
intra-philological standpoint registers the event as an insiance of
scientific method develeoping through communication between neighboring
spheres. Here, but especially in an introduction, it would have been
worthwhile to emphasize the deguthorization that historical

investigation of the Bible implied, because the dynamic of
deauthorization does o lot to explain how o few ancient reports about
the Homeric epics were made to sugges’r a virtual heresy, and why some
Homerists cast longer or shorter shadows than their substantive
contributions to scholarship would seem fo merit.

La questione omerica offers much to ponder. lis thorough research
allows us to behold the history of Homeric scholarship with fresh eyes.

The BMCR website (http://ccat.sus.upenn.edu/bmer/) contains o complete
and searchable archive of BMCR reviews since our first issue in 1990.
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